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POR THE DISTRICT OP COLUMBIA. 



MICHAEL G. MULHERN 



v. 



plaintiff, 



DONALD RUMSFELD, Secretary 
United States DcpartBocw of Defease, 



Defendant 



Civil Action NumbeK 05-203$ (PIP) 



■>n^«i 



ROBERT SBAHEEN n*eby dscl^ ^penalty rf^^ pteRJaae to 28 ^ ^ 
'■^^Uni^S^G^e,^^^ 

Hate, ^^^ondor^temanagem^tw^ 

Signed M my ^en^oo ta *«20a3 to 2004, though *e xenvuned in separate tai». 

2. 1^^* with the above^aption^ 
ibJlowing.ttrtS^te to the b^ of my recolteoion^dl^ 

Plaintiff and the tcfcpW ^ r made tc , $Teve ^ i*^*^,^^^^ 
polygraph examiner under Olson's $up«vfo'on, 

4. Ih JaB „q, 2 ooi, I racked Plaintiff fro* „ mtellisence Commantyac) Agency to 
taeNauonal Rattnnaiaan*, Office (NRO) polysnn* p^gnnn. MftUfadb sup^W 
wete laaowti to roe, 

3- ^w^pr^eibr^OPolys^^ 
As 8Brae ce (Qa) office to conduct periodic .review, of video taped poly^h amfiM&m 
sesaiona conducted by NRO polygon exaaun^ to «n^tl»q*aKty and attest of *e 

"KfiietastKons,. 
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6. kSepted>w2W3,aMag^ 

tekphojrically ttuat they were concerned PlaiwfiSfwafi alteritig the reanlts erf his po)ygKq>fa 

examinations. IwasaskediocounsciPlaiatiff *efi3utiit*S thefr conect^ 
corrective action, 

7- Qa both occasions, I contacted Flainrtff by plicae 10 relay QA concent Flawtfflc tos 
locawrioutHjtetaetaimite Wheal oontacwdPIaintiff in January 

2004, 1 also recommended lie review tfca standard polygraph examiner handbook and be certain to 
follow all P&fB ittquftrezaeaucs. 

8. At the time, I ««r unabk to access the Polygraph Assessment Database, where QA 
technical assessments are posted, wad I do not believe Plaintiff waa able to accesa the database 
either. I had nb access to PMS Headquarter files- The only filefnad an Plaintiffwas icy 
supervisory file wlrich contained only fiwoiabie inioHnatioiu Plaratiff declined my ofierto ask 
EMB to xfeessiga 1dm to xoy location for guidance under xny direct supervision, 

$. ii February 2004, Plaintiff was Instructed to stop conducting ptitygesph esmrfnation* 
pending * complete reviev of all taped polygraph «C3*unatfctti sessions conducted by him* To my 
k&owledg% Plaintiff continued to receive &tt-ttme pay and benefit*. 

;i 0. Abont thai time, it was my oplnlan Polygraph Management xnay have hem acting 
too har s hly regarding PtertafiPs methodologies 33 conduotfcag poty^aph examinations. I felt that 
coianseJiag and iwalafog should be considered, In early March 2WJ4, acting as PlaxntifiTs 
supervisor, I contacted PlaimifFs fOrmsrlC agency supervisor Steve Olson, now a. Lockheed 
Madia employee. 1 did not access any database or system of records for my conversations but 
inquired, in a jjeu&ial way> if he had axperienced problems with the qaflhy of Plaintiff s 
administration of the polygraph as QA was reytev.'inff styne of hfe tsroefc. Olson advised me he 
had xio issues with Plaintiff, Th&% was the extern of xny conversation. 

II. On 2 March. 2004, Plaimrffwas sranmonedto PMB headqttnrim in Virginia to 
aMre%H their concerns, I was also fcVuainoncd during the week of 29 Macch-1 April 2004 to 
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™^^infonnedofibe*^^ 

a* leaned that SLantSffhad Ifi ft toe NRO and was itforfcag for X«dd^ Martin sfc* I had 
retired and was interviewed as part of Plaintiff's background investigation. 

£<Jecta» toder penalty ofperfuty flm thr forego% is true m! DQarcct.E X ecutalthis 
2^ day of November 2006. 




Robert Sfcaheen. 



